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[Omitted here is material on other issues.]

At 3:30 p.m. I met with Ambassador Dobrynin in the presence of Dr. Harry Smyth,
Ward P. Allen (Department of State), Myron Kratzer and Julie Rubin. I told him
that the reason for the meeting was to, discuss the NPT and means of insuring
its success. Attached is a talking paper covering the points I discussed with
him. I also gave him a copy of the paper which covered the main points of the
discussion. Smyth, Allen, Kratzer and I all emphasized the importance of
coming to an agreement on this matter with the Soviet Union before April 1,
because if we do not work together we will not be successful in our common
objective.

[Omitted here is material on other issues.]

DECLASSIFIED
PA/HO Department of State
E.O. 12958, as amended
August 6, 2007



PROPOSED TALKING POINTS FOR DISCUSSIONS.

•

'WITH AMnSSOOR DMRYNIN.	 •

1.. - The US has valued the close cooperation with the USSR that

brought the NPT into effect. We sincerely hope this collaboration,

will continue so as to assure the effective implementation of the

Treaty. •

2. The question of how the IAEA should organize itself to
,

discharge its safeguard responsibilities as called for by Article III

of the NPT recently was the subject of discussion by the IAEA's

Board of Governors in February. Specifically, the Board considered

a - draft resolution calling for the establishment of a committee to

consider the form Caoa content of the necessarysafeguard a3reements.

The US decided to co-sponsor this resolution after extensive

nezociatioa:s with the UK, during which we succeeded in obtaining

agreement to a nuriber of improvemenes on the \rely points of concern

to the Soviet Union. We were convinced that further changes would

be unacceptable to a number of Board members, and that a majority

Board members favored its adoption.

3. In deference to a request of the Soviet Governor, the Board

agreed to defer the question of establishing a coramittee until a

special IAEA meeting on April 1. The USSR requested additional time

to formulate its views on the proposal. Accordingly, we wish to use
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the time between now and the April 1 meetinz to allay SoJi.et concerns

on the resolution,since further delay or disagreement could seriously.

set back the steps necessary for widespread adherence to and effective

implementation of the NPT.

4. Ile would hope to demonstrate to the USSR in these consulta-

-tions that there is a close identity of objective3 between the USSR

and the US on how the IAEA should discharge its MT responsiMities.

If we have had any differences with the USSR, they have been primarily

tactical in nature.

5. First, like the USSR, we wish to see the IAEA placed in a

position to begin its safeguard negotiations with NPT adherents as

soon as possible bearing in mind the time •scale-for negotiations

specified in the Treaty itself.

b. Second, like the, USSR, we have a strong interest In seeing the

IAEA maintain a fully effective and credible safeguards system.

Therefore, we would be strongly opposed to any efforts to cutbacl
•

on the effectiveness of the Agency's safeguards system or subject that

system to protracted review and revision prior to the initiation of

the negotiations called for by the Treaty. It is our basic position

that the IAEA safeguards document INFCIRC/66 is sufficiently flexible

to permit the negotiation of the safeguard-agreements called for by

the NPT and we shall be prepared to defend this position in Vienna.
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1while some efforts towards revising the systezundoubtedly will be

made in Vienna, we believe we • can resist them if we have . the support

of the USSR and other countries

. 7. Third, and most importantly, we be l ieve that the US and

the ussit both wish to encourage acceptance of the NPT by a number

of key industrialized countries, including Japan, the FRG, Australia,

Ltaly,

. 8. Events over the past year end at the February Board meeting

have indicated that several key non-nuclear weapon bcates wish to

have the t'pportunity to discuss, insome forum, the types of IAEA

safeguard provisions that may apply to then.' Certain key non-nuclear

aeapon states are specifically withholding their ratification of

the NPT until the terms of the IAEA safeguard a g ree cents are clarified

under conditions that permit them to express their views on the

subject.

9.. It also seems clear that the IAEA Director General

requires guidance fror.i tne Board on the character of the agreements

to be negotiated in connection with the NPT. Establishment of a

safeguards cm:mittee as proposed by the VK is thus essential to

enable the IAEA to promptly get on with the task of implementing

the Treat-. It is essential in our view that the April 1 Meeting

of the Board accept the UK/US resolution in substantially its current

form and we would hope this step could be taken with USSR suppoxt
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(or. at least, without their objection.)

10. At the same time, we wish to emphasize that we agree with

the USSR that the proposed co• ittee's deliberations should be well

focused, should be handled . as a matter of urgency, and should evolve

in a fashion that will not lead to any erosion of the effectiveness

of the IAEA safeauards system.

11. We believe the UK/US draft rP q olution provides a desirabic,
•	 ••..	 ..•

focus since it emphasizeS- fhat the principal matter to be -discussed

0.11 be the provisions to be included in the various agreements

to be - negotiated in connection with the Treaty. We are convinced

that efforts to establish terms of reference any tore restrictive

'than_ those now proposed In the UK resolution would not be neAotieble

with others, would be interpreted as an effort on Our part to nuzzle

the debate and would be unrealistic , since those who wish to discuss

various aspects of safeguards will find a way to do so in art 

We plan as noted to stand firm in opposition to any time-consuming

review and revision of the Agency safeguards document as a pre-

condition to ilezotiatIng the necessary agree:, ents since we broinve.

this is neither necessary nor desirable.

12. However, we ..agree with the comments made by - the Soviet

delegation in Vienna .that the committee should complete its

deliberations as soon as possible and hence we wfavor the inclusion

within the UK/US:resolution of a target date for the completion of the

committee's first report. t'e bell ,— this first report AhnnIft
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* submitted to the Board - within the 1E0 day period for the initiation
_	 •	 •.	 .	 -

of nep otiations speclxied in Article. III of the NPT. s tre also would

look with favor, on , what we understand to be Soviet idea, that one •

or more special:Board a meetings should be convened starulug in the

Gate suimer or fall of 1970 if this serves to' help expedite Tatters.

- • 13. 'We also understand that one of the Soviet concerns is that

the UK renraution right . delay the ability or a state, party to the

NPT, to promptly negotiate with the IAEA even though that state is

:ready and • ilUns to do so. nnir.nd is one such extimple. W vich

to emphasize gnat WO do notiregard the UK/US resolution in any way

preclud4n ,, the IAEA from negoti.cinA, on an ad hoc basis, a safeguards

ag reement with Finland ot s any other country that IA now prepared to

proceed.	 •

14. The UK resolution would have the proposed 7.67.1mittee consider

nreements to be negotiated with inAlviduql states, the agreements

. to be negotiated with regional trouping such as Euratom, and the

-agreements that would be designed -tcr-innlement the ITIVUS voluntary •.	 .

safeguard offers. We have been informed that the USSR is opposed
•

to 1 7Juding the US and - UK offers within the committee's terms of

aeference. We strongly believe that it would be contrary to our

mutual interests in having a strong NPT to do anythinz which create .

doubt that the US offer will be effectively implemented. • Application

of IAEA safeg uards in we US will result in substantial inconvenience

to us, :and is not a decision which we took lightly. Moreover,
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we would of course welcome parallel Soviet action in any degrees

the US offer was never intended to place the Soviet .Union under any

pressure to put its own peaceful facilities under safeguards, and no
•

suggestion to this effect was made at the time of . US offer. The US

offer was based on conclusion that industrial nations especially

West Germany would not accept safeguards unless their competitors

especially the US and the UK did .sa. Thus, US offer was in_

. 4.ntcrest of and essential to NPT.

15. The US also believes its offer will be a ki!yfactor in

Maintaining the effectiveness of the ILEA system. This is so since 	 .

we intend to stress the point that we are prepared to accept IAEA

safe wards system as set forth in document INFCIRC/66. 	 •

16. In conclusion, we are ready to join. with the. Soviets to

take the necessary steps to assure that the committee conduct its

deliberations on a prompt and well-focused basis concentrating on

the illustrative provisions that might be included in the various

agreements. lie believe that our common objectives will be seriously

impaired if the USSR oppos:, Cle UK/US resolution or refrains from

participcting constructily in the committee's deliberations.

.R. D. B.
March 16, 1970
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